








Social Movement Theory: Past, Presence & Prospect

Jacquelien van Stekelenburg and Bert Klandermans

Social movements and (their) collective action

The question of why people protest has occupied social scientists for a long time. At the turn of the former century, the French psychologist Le Bon, a founding father of collective action studies, regarded all street protest as a form of deviant behaviour. Le Bon developed his theory on crowds in France during the 1890s - a period of social turmoil and unrest. He believed that the destruction of religious, political, and social beliefs in combination with the creation of new conditions of existence and thought as a result of the then modern scientific and industrial discoveries were the basis of a process of transformation of the thought of mankind. He thought that the ideas of the past, although half destroyed, were still very powerful, while the ideas which are to replace them were still in process of formation. As a consequence, one experienced a period of transition and anarchy. Le Bon's ideas were reflected in classic breakdown theories which regarded participation in collective action as an unconventional, irrational type of behaviour​[1]​. The classic paradigm held that (relative) deprivation, shared grievances and generalised beliefs, are determinants of participation. In fact, early students of contentious politics depicted contentious politics as politics of the impatient and maintained that protest politics have an irrational element to it​[2]​. 
	Times changed, and so did contentious politics and the theoretical approaches to contentious politics. The late 1960s saw an enormous growth of social movement activity: the students movement, the civil rights movement, the peace movement, the women’s movement, the environmental movement all flourished. The interpretations of major forms of collective action changed from the spontaneous ‘irrational’ outbursts to movement activities with concrete goals, clearly articulated general values and interests, and rational calculations of strategies. Clearly, breakdown theories fell short as explanations of this proliferation of social movement activity, the more so because it seems to be preceded by growing rather than a declining welfare. This combined with the changing forms of collective action required new theoretical approaches. And, indeed in the 1970s several new approaches developed. 
	These new theoretical approaches can be categorized as structural and social constructivistic paradigms. Resource mobilization and political process are examples of structural approaches. While resource mobilization puts an emphasis on organizational aspects and resources, the political process approach emphasizes the political aspects of collective action. The social- constructivistic perspective, on the other hand, concentrates on questions about how individuals and groups perceive and interpret these conditions and focuses on the role of cognitive, affective, and ideational roots of contention. It is broadly organized around three concepts: framing, identity, and emotions (culture is also referred to, but we will not elaborate on culture in this paper). These terms are also key concepts in social psychological approaches to protest. People, social psychologists maintain, live in a perceived world. They respond to the world as they perceive and interpret it. If we want to understand why people protest, we need to know how they perceive and interpret their world, social psychologists would argue. Indeed, social psychology focuses on subjective variables. Therefore social psychological approaches are prototypical to the social-constructivistic approaches. 






	Mass societyColl. behaviour	Resource mobilization	Political processapproach	Social constructivisticapproaches
Why people protest	Grievances, discontent, anomieClass conflict	Resources, opportunities,social networksefficacy	Political opportunities(Cognitive Liberation)	Social construction of reality:(Meaning)constructionIdentityEmotionsMotivation 
Who protests?	Alienated, frustrated, disintegrated, manipulatedmarginalized	Well-organized, social networks, professional, resourcefulEmbeddedness	Coalitions between challengers /political elitesEmbeddedness	Countercultural groups, identity groupsEmbeddedness
Forms of protest 	Spontaneous, irrational, expressive, violent (Panics, fashions, mobs, crime)	Rational, planned, instrumental (Institutional politics, lobbying, interest groups)	Rational, instrumental, polity-oriented(Elite contention lobbying, Indigenous minority disruption i.e. sit ins strikes)	ideological, expressive, identity-oriented (cultural and religious organizations, self-help groups, alternative lifestyles)

Table 1: theories on participation in and the emergence of social movements

	However, times keep on changing, in fact at a pace unseen before in history. Indeed, since the 1990s the context of contentious politics has changed significantly. Inseparably intertwined processes such as globalization, the development of the network society and the information society have given the world a new look. Networks are becoming the prime mode of organisation, formal networks embodied by organisations give way to more informal networks rooted in the personal lifeworld of individuals and more diffuse group belongings​[3]​. Moreover, the rise of new communication technologies (e.g. Internet, e-mail, cell phones) intensifies the changes and its pace. 
	As societies change so fundamentally, this may also affect contentious politics. After all, spread of information and networks are essential elements of mobilization and, therefore, one can assume that such fundamental changes must have a profound impact on the dynamics of contention. Indeed, scholars of social movements argue that the recent social and cultural changes have lead to a ‘normalisation of protest’​[4]​ and have created a social movement society​[5]​. This meant new challenges to social movement theorizing . Are the contemporary structural and social-constructivistic approaches still able to describe the changing dynamics of contentious politics? In the final section of this chapter we would like to take up the challenge to elaborate on what we see as the prospect of social movement theory and will attempt to relate it to developments at the African continent. Obviously, this is always a precarious undertaking, even more so taken the rapid pace of change into consideration. But, in the literature we observe the first attempts to document the changing dynamics of contention on which we will elaborate in combination with our own approach. 
	However, we will elaborate first on the past and the present of social movement theory. Before we do so we will depict our subject of interest, social movements and collective action . There are literally thousands of definitions of what a ‘social movement’ is. Throughout the paper a few definitions will be given, all departing from different theoretical angles and thus emphasizing different aspects of the phenomenon. A working definition of what we see as social movements and (their) collective actions reads: social movements are interlocking networks of groups, social networks and individuals and the connection between them with a shared collective identity who try to prevent or promote societal change by non-institutionalized tactics​[6]​. 

Breakdown and marginalization: The past
	Classical approaches―e.g. collective behaviour theory, mass society theory and relative deprivation―rely on the same general causal sequence moving from “some form of structural strain (be it industrialization, urbanization, unemployment) produces subjective tension and therefore the psychological disposition to engage in extreme behaviours such as panics, mobs etc. to escape from these tensions”​[7]​. The various versions of classical approaches agree on this basic sequence and differ only in their conceptualization. To appreciate the similarities underlying these various formulations, let us review briefly a number of them. 
	Collective behaviour theory. Le Bon can be seen as the founding father of collective action studies;his ideas are reflected in several collective behaviour theories. Le Bon did not conceive of contentious politics in a very positive manner, he perceived crowds as primitive and irrational. He believed that individual members of a crowd submerge in the masses; resume a sense of anonymity and lose their sense of responsibility. Today we feel that Le Bon exaggerated the violent and irrational character of crowds 
	Both Smelser​[8]​ and Blumer​[9]​ are viewed as breakdown-theorists. Either holds that political protest has its inception in strain and societal transition, be it industrialization, urbanization, unemployment etc., and derive its motivational power from dissatisfaction with the current form of life. To Blumer motivating forces for collective action are, next to dissatisfaction and subsequent agitation, ‘wishes’ and ‘hope’ for a new scheme or system of living. Thereby he dissociates from the notion that contentious politics are irrational acts solely rooted in agitation and frustration. Implicitly―in emotional terms―he depicts a rational efficacious side to contentious politics. This perceived probability of making a difference is later on described as cognitive liberation​[10]​.
	Mass society. Kornhauser​[11]​ popularized the notion that people are vulnerable to appeals of dictatorship because of a lack of restraining social networks. He argued that Nazism in Germany had erupted because Hitler had been able to appeal directly to the people due to alienation and anomie. This is in line with Putnam's more recent discussions of the alleged decline of social capital​[12]​, but contrary to social movement studies which over and again show that firmly embedded rather than alienated people are politically active​[13]​. Indeed, “very little participation [is found] in either ordinary political activity or revolutionary outbursts by misfits, outcasts, nomads, the truly marginal, the desperate poor”​[14]​.
	Relative deprivation. Gurr​[15]​ argued that when changing social conditions cause people to experience ‘relative deprivation’ the likelihood of protest and rebellion significantly increases. Feelings of relative deprivation result from comparisons of one’s situation with some standard of comparison—be it one’s own past, someone else’s situation, or some cognitive standard​[16]​. If one concludes that one is not receiving the rewards or recognition one deserves the feelings that accompany this assessment are referred to as relative deprivation. If people assess their personal situation this is referred to as egoistic or individual deprivation; if they assess the situation of their group it is called fraternalistic or group deprivation. It was assumed that especially fraternalistic relative deprivation is relevant in the context of movement participation​[17]​.
	In conclusion, the classical approaches tend to describe contentious politics as spontaneous, irrational, expressive often violent outbursts of collective action as a reaction to felt grievances, discontent, and anomie. The protesters, according to the classical approaches, were stressed, alienated, frustrated, deprived, disintegrated and marginalized individuals ‘affected by economic crises, unfair distribution of welfare, social rights, and normative breakdown.

Resources, opportunities, and meaning: The present

	Times are changing and so did contentious politics. The late 1960s saw an enormous growth of social movement activity in Europe as well as the United States. On both sides of the Atlantic student-, environmentalist-, women’s-, and peaces movements developed. Protest was perceived as positive, making politics better, and actually as essential in a mature political system, rather than as threatening or undermining democracies​[18]​. Moreover, social movement scholars of the 70s and the 80s of the former century, who often happened to be activists themselves, were not charmed by theories that labelled them as alienated, frustrated and disintegrated and their protest behaviour as irrational. They felt that the psychological make-up attributed to movement participants by the classical approaches did not fit them and argued that if anything movement participants were integrated rather than isolated​[19]​. Clearly, the classical approaches failed to account for this outburst of social movement activity seen as positive rational politics and preceded by a growing rather than declining welfare.




	Structural approaches explore how characteristics of the social and or political context determine the opportunities or constraints for protest. They rejected grievances and ideology as explanations of the rise and decline of movements. Structural approaches have always taken as their point of departure that grievances are ubiquitous and that the key-question in movement participation research is not so much why people are aggrieved, but why aggrieved people participate. Two main paradigms emphasize (1) the distribution of resources and the organizational characteristics of social movements (Resource Mobilization), (2) contextual factors such as the political and institutional environment (Political Process). 
	Resource Mobilization. Resource mobilization theorists wanted to move away from a strong assumption about the centrality of deprivation and grievances to a weak one, which makes grievances a component, indeed sometimes a secondary component in the generation of social movements​[22]​. Assigning grievances a subordinate position in theories explaining the rise and decline of social movements leads directly to an emphasis upon mobilization processes or the dynamics and tactics of social movement growth, decline and change. “The resource mobilization approach examines the variety of resources that must be mobilized, the linkages of social movements to other groups, the dependence of movements upon external support for success, and the tactics used by authorities to control or incorporate movements”​[23]​.
	Resources  can be anything from tangible resources―jobs, income, savings, and the right to material goods and services―to non- tangible resources―authority, leadership, moral commitment, trust, friendship, skills habits of industry etc. The reasoning goes that group conflict in its dynamic aspects can be conceptualized from the point of view of the mobilization of resources. Mobilization refers to the processes by which a discontented group assembles and invests resources for the pursuit of group goals. Conflict and change can be analyzed from the point of view of how resources are managed and allocated and the manner in which these resources can be converted to the pursuit of group goals.
	Resource mobilization scholars view social movements as a set of opinions and beliefs in a population which represents preferences for promoting or preventing social change​[24]​. In order to predict the likelihood of preferences being translated into protest, the mobilization perspective focuses on pre-existing organization and integration of those segments of a population which share preferences. Social movements whose related populations are highly organized internally are more likely than other to spawn organised forms of protest. Resource mobilization theorists focus explicitly upon the organizational component of activity. They argue that resources (money, labour, legitimacy etc.) must be mobilized fore action to be possible. The amount of activity directed toward goal accomplishment is perceived by resource mobilization theorists as a function of the resources controlled by an organization. 
	In sum, from a resource mobilization perspective people protest because they are able to mobilize resources and feel politically efficacious. Prototypical protesters are rational, well organized, professional and resourceful people who undertake well planned collective action with the goal to solve social problems.
	Resource mobilization theory did not remain without criticism. As can be easily noticed, resource mobilization borrows its concepts from the vocabulary of economics (flow of resources, costs and benefits, supply and demand, organization, movement entrepreneurs, movement industries) and is particularly suitable for the depiction of social movements as rational entities weighting the costs and benefits of their action​[25]​. However, expressions such as ‘costs and benefits’, may make activists in, and scholars of, social movements feel uncomfortable, as they convey notions of cold calculus applied to social action which, instead, is often inspired by ideals and passion. But this is exactly the notion resource mobilization theorists want to convey, namely that the ebb and flow of social movement activity results from the ability to mobilize resources and perceived chances of success rather than rising or declining grievance levels. In addition, it had been argued that resource mobilization theorists fail to acknowledge the strength of indigenous resources. For instance, McAdam shows that the growth of the black insurgency movement in the 1960s is related to ‘injected’ resources from elites, indeed, but that indigenous resources such as informal networks which provide solidarity, trust, leadership were important as well.​[26]​ Finally, “resource mobilization theorists are to be faulted for their failure to acknowledge the power inherent in disruptive tactics”​[27]​.​[28]​. Piven and Cloward have argued that opportunities for protest occur when broad social changes and restructuring of institutional life are taking place. Under such circumstances, the poor will utilize the opportunity to use the only power resource they have—protest. However, these “extraordinary occurrences” that are “required to transform the poor from apathy to hope, from quiescence to indignation”​[29]​are few. During normal circumstances, the struggle to survive take up all the time and energies of poor people, and only when daily life breaks down severely protest emerge.
	Political Process. While resource mobilization theorists explain the rise and decline of social movements by internal features to the movements such as the availability of resources and organizational aspects, political process theorists focus on external features like changes or differences in the political and institutional environment of social movements. They argue that political environments of the movement vary over time and from area to area. The paradigm proposes changes into or differences between political structures as the main explanation for the rise and decline of social movements. Differences in the decline or rise of social movements from one country or era to another stem from the process by which a national political system shapes, checks, and absorbs the challenges which come to it​[30]​.
	Three ideas are central to the political process approach: first, a social movement is a political rather than a psychological phenomenon; second, a social movement represents a continuous process from its generation to its decline rather than a discrete series of developmental stages; third, different forms of action―repertoires of contentions―are associated with different spatial and temporal locations​[31]​. For Tilly, one of the protagonists of the political process approach, action repertoires are specific actions, be it riots, demonstrations, strikes, sit ins, petitioning or lobbying, carried out by collective actors over a specific period of time. Tarrow​[32]​ expands this concept and suggests that “actions are not only what people do when they are engaged in conflict with others, it is what they know how to do and what others expect them to do”. The form of action chosen by social movements depends on several factors, among other the structure of the political system (e.g. democratic institutions, existence and structure of political parties, possibilities of direct participation), the level of repression, and cultural traditions. Hence, actions of social actors are not purely random. Instead, action repertoires are shaped by structural variables and by the cultural context in which they originate. 
	In studying the changing action repertoires in France over the last four centuries Tilly​[33]​ has demonstrated that social movements draw on action repertoires that developed over long periods, and changed to suit the changing setting. If a prevailing repertoire of contention changes significantly at some point in time, the change is a symptom of a substantial alteration in the structure of power. An expansion of the state in the nineteenth-century including a nationalization of politics, for instance, was accompanied by a major change in the repertoire of collective action. The more spontaneous at local authorities aimed tax rebellions and bread riots practically disappeared and were replaced by more coherent forms of contention. The centralization of the state played an essential part in the creation of the modern social movements with a repertoire that is still with us today: the strike, the demonstration, the protest meeting etc. 
	Tarrow​[34]​ studied the cycle of protest that swept across Italy from the late 1960s through the early 1970s. He shows how protest spread from the student and worker movements to virtually every sector of Italian society, and gave rise to ‘extraparliamentary’ groups, violence, and finally, a return to traditional political patterns. In other words, social movements utilising the political opportunities offered by the system, create an ideologically and socially favourable environment for new social groups to mobilize.
	Political structures also explained differences in  protest activity between countries​[35]​. For instance, the protest repertoire of Swiss social movements struggling within a direct democracy appeared to be more moderate than the radical repertoire employed by French social movements fighting their causes in a closed democracy​[36]​. In order to strengthen the case of the argument maintaining that direct democratic procedures have a moderating effect on the action repertoires of social movements, Kriesi and Wisler​[37]​ showed that within one country, The Swiss federal state, differences between Swiss cantons with respect to direct democratic procedures have an impact on the action repertoires employed within these cantons. The German speaking cantons are more open than the Latin ones, and, not surprisingly, social movements based in German cantons employed a less radical action repertoire than there Latin counterparts. 
	McAdam is a political process theorist who, while emphasizing structural aspects of the environment, also focuses on subjectivity. He explains the rise and decline of the civil rights movement in the United States between 1930 and 1970 by political opportunities, political efficacy, and institutes like black churches, black colleges etc.​[38]​ While classical theorists saw a direct link between social instability and political insurgency, McAdam only saw an indirect relation between them (See Figure 1). 
Figure 1.
Political process model of McAdam 1982


He argues that two necessary conditions need to be in place to turn social instability into political insurgency: (1) available resources and open political opportunities, in addition to (2) cognitive liberation. Although the political process model builds upon the resource mobilization approach, in contrast to this approach, it also takes the indigenous organizational capabilities of aggrieved populations into account. The second condition―cognitive liberation―is that the subjectivity of actors makes resources usable and collective action viable and will help actors and groups to frame their situation as unjust and liable to change​[39]​. Indeed, political opportunities and organisation alone do not produce social movements. Mediating between political opportunities and organizational strength are people with their fears and hopes! 
	In prototypical terms, the political process approach argues that the ebb and flow of movement activity is related to the opening and closure of political opportunities. Protesters are rational, instrumental, polity-oriented people who seize opportunities by lobbying and forming coalitions with political elites. 




	Answers to the question of why social movement activity grew in prosperous times differed between the US and Europe. While in the US answers emphasized structural aspects as resources and political opportunities, in Europe answers were formulated in terms of new constituencies with new needs, values and aspirations arising from developing post-industrial societies. This ‘NSM approach’ argued that processes of modernization created two groups of constituencies, (1) groups that have gotten behind due to marginalization processes affected by industrial modernization (especially youth, women, and the elderly were seen as groups threatened to be disqualified by automation); and (2) groups with a specific sensitivity resulting from modernization processes​[43]​. Particularly, the post-war generation whose material needs were satisfied, developed post-material values from which new needs and aspirations as self-actualization and participation arose​[44]​. This group came into conflict with a political and social system that was chiefly materialist. The NSM approach was social-constructivistic in emphasizing social changes in identity, lifestyle and culture. NSM scholars utilized identity as its core project, with Melucci arguably being the most explicit​[45]​. He thought collective identity to ‘bridge the gap between behavior and meaning, between ‘objective’conditions and ‘subjective’ motives and orientation, between ‘structure’ and ‘agency’”​[46]​.
	However, social-constructivistic approaches were not an exclusively European affair. Indeed, in the US the hegemony of the structural approaches began to be challenged at the midst of 1980s​[47]​. The social-constructivistic perspective concentrates on questions about how individuals and groups perceive and interpret these material and socio-political conditions. If we want to understand why people protest, we need to know how they perceive and interpret their social-political context, social-constructivists argue. A number of European and US social movement scholars with social psychology backgrounds called for attention to meaning(construction)-, identity- and emotional explanations such as interpretation, symbolization, and meaning and social psychological expansions of structural approaches such as resource mobilization​[48]​. They argued that structural explanations are limited because individuals who are in the same structural position do not display identical behaviour. Hence, a shared position can never provide sufficient explanation of individual behaviour​[49]​. Even if people display identical behaviour the motivational background and the accompanying emotions may still be different​[50]​.
	This called back a social-constructivistic approach which draws on the ‘old’ classical approaches. This comeback, however, did not mean a return to the classical approaches of the 1950s. While both the classical approaches and the social constructivistic approaches recognized that emotions and cognitions are important to collective action the classical approaches saw them as pathological whereas the social-constructivistic approaches perceived them as the normal, ubiquitous aspects of social and political life. Social constructivistic approaches try to understand why people who are seemingly in the same situation respond so different. Why some feel ashamed of their situation, while others take pride in it; why some are aggrieved, while others are not; why do some define their situation as unjust, while others do not; why do some feel powerless, while others feel empowered; why are some angry, while others are afraid. This is the kind of questions social constructivistic approaches to social movements seek to answer. In what follows we will deal with meaning(construction)-, identity-, emotional and motivational explanations as examples of contemporary social constructivist approaches.
	Meaning(construction). The meaning people attach to their social environment is often―direct or indirect―subject of investigation of students of protest. Yet, cognitions are not fixed, but are susceptible to interpretation and thus meaning construction​[51]​. Hence, collective action participation does not only depends on cognitions about structural strain, availability and deployment of tangible resources, opening or closing of political opportunities, or a cost-benefit calculus, but also on the way these variables are constructed, framed and the degree to which they resonate with targets of mobilization​[52]​. 
	Social movements play a significant role in the diffusion of ideas and values and some scholars see meaning construction even as a movement’s primary function​[53]​. Through processes such as consensus mobilization​[54]​ or framing​[55]​ they seek to disseminate their definition of the situation to the public at large. Participating because of common interests or ideologies requires a shared interpretation of who should act, why and how. Movements affect such interpretations by the information they disseminate, a process known as framing. Social movements do their utmost to communicate how they interpret a social, political or economic change (its diagnosis) and what should be done (prognosis) as a reaction to perceived losses or unfulfilled aspirations​[56]​. The more individual orientations, values and beliefs become congruent (or align) with activities, goals and ideologies of social movement organizations the greater the level of sharedness. Gerhards and Rucht’s study​[57]​ of flyers produced by the various groups and organizations involved in the protests against the IMF and the World Bank in Berlin is an excellent example in this respect. These authors show how links are constructed between the ideological frame of the organizers of the demonstration and those of the participating organizations in order to create a shared definition of the situation. 
	Identity. The clearest definition of social identity that has been located in the social psychological literature is presented by Tajfel and Turner. According to them identity is “that part of an individual’s self-concept which derives from his knowledge of his membership of a social group (or groups) together with the value and emotional significance attached to that membership”​[58]​. Hence, a social identity makes people think, feel and act as members of that specific group​[59]​. But people have many social identities. Why do some social identities become central to mobilization while others do not? Probably the most powerful factor that brings group membership to mind is conflict or rivalry between groups. Thus, especially in times of intergroup conflict people are inclined to take onto the streets on behalf of their group.
Collective action is a collective rather than an individual phenomenon, but in the end it are individuals who decide to participate or not. This raises the question of what does connect the individual to the collective. Identification with the group involved seems to be the answer. The influence of identification processes on protest participation refers to the circumstance that people identify with the others involved. People participate not so much because of the outcomes associated with participation but because they identify with the other participants. Group identification changes the focus from what “I” want to what “we” want. Collective action participation is seen as a way to show who “we” are and what “we” stand for, and people experience commitment and solidarity with other members of the group. Moreover, group members have the idea that “we” have much in common (by way of shared grievances, aims, values or goals). Indeed, group identification seems to be a powerful reason to participate in protest on behalf of that group​[60]​.
	Emotions. Little is known about the influence of emotions on protest behaviour. Although it is acknowledged that emotions permeate social movement participation at all stages: recruitment, staying in and dropping out. Emotions function as accelerators or amplifiers​[61]​. Accelerators make something move faster, and amplifiers make something sound louder. In the world of protest accelerating means that due to emotions motives to enter, stay or leave a social movement translate into action faster, while amplifying means that these motives are stronger. Few researchers paid attention to the complex emotional processes that channel fear and anger into moral indignation and political activity. Those of us who have been part of protest events, or watched reports on protest events in the news media will find that hard to believe. Yet, partly as a reaction to the classical approaches that stressed the irrational character of movement participation and partly because they are complicated phenomena emotions did not feature prominently in social movement literature. Even ‘affective’ phenomena such as moral shocks​[62]​ or suddenly imposed grievances​[63]​ are primarily approached from a cognitive point of view. But all demands for change begin with discontent. Emotions warn people of threats and challenges and propel (collective) behaviour. Moreover, affective measures, such as affective commitment​[64]​ and affective injustice ​[65]​have the largest impact on someone’s (collective) behaviour. Thus if one wants to understand engagement in collective action, one must understand the working of emotions. 
	Goodwin, Jasper and Polletta​[66]​ argue that “emotions are socially constructed, but that “some emotions are more [socially] constructed than others, involving more cognitive processes”. In their view, emotions that are politically relevant are more than other emotions at the social construction end of the scale. For these emotions, cultural and historical factors play an important role in the interpretation (i.e. perception) of the state of affairs by which they are generated. Obviously, emotions can be manipulated. Activists work hard to create moral outrage and anger and to provide a target against which these can be vented. They must weave together a moral, cognitive, and emotional package of attitudes which resonates. Framing theory has provided a way to link ideas and the social construction of ideas with organizational and political process factors. These studies, however, deal almost entirely with the cognitive components of frames whereas emotional components are neglected. Yet, powerful frames might resonate with values and the emotions that permeate them; therefore it might be argued that frames not only resonate cognitively but emotionally as well.
	Motivation. Demands for change are rooted in a notion of belonging (identity), and experienced grievances (meaning-construction) in combination with emotions related to this (collective) grievance. However, although typically many members of disadvantaged groups are dissatisfied with their in-group’s situation and thus strongly sympathize with the goals of collective actions, often only a small proportion of them actually participate in protest to achieve these goals​[67]​. In collective action research the motives underlying participation have therefore become a key issue​[68]​. 
	Over the last two decades, social psychologists have investigated participation motives and demonstrated that instrumental reasoning, identification, emotions and ideological factors form a motivational constellation answering the question as to why people participate in contentious politics​[69]​. Interestingly, though, this motivational constellation seems to be context dependent: Van Stekelenburg and colleagues​[70]​, for instance, demonstrated that in demonstrations organised by a labour movement people are more instrumental motivated whereas demonstrators against neoliberalism are more ideologically motivated. In more general terms, people are inclined to take the instrumental path if the conflict is framed in terms of material interests and the ideological path if it is framed in conflicting principles.

In conclusion, social-constructivistic approaches argue that protesters live in a perceived reality, threats and opportunities are socially constructed and/or framed by social movements and other social and political actors. Group identification plays a key role in what protesters think, feel and do. Protesting is as rational or irrational as all social behaviour. Hence, people participate not only in collective action for instrumental reasons but also because they identify with others involved or because they want to express their anger and indignation to a target after violated values. 
	Socio-constructivistic approaches investigate how perceptions, emotions identities etc. translate into and shape motivation to take part in contentious politics. There appears to be much merit in utilizing socio-constructivistic approaches next to the structural approaches in studying contentious politics. However, socio-constructivistic approaches are characterized by a variety of approaches: we identified four key themes―meaning construction, identity, emotions and motivation―but a common framework for the integration of these variables is clearly missing. Moreover, socio-constructivistic approaches tend to be single case studies which inevitably take all contextual variation away. However, one needs to understand the characteristics of the socio-political and mobilizing context to make sense of findings in a specific country or a specific time period. This requires comparative study designs rather than single case studies. 
	To sum up, socio-constructivistic approaches run the risk of fragmentation and decontextualization. In their attempt to bridge the gap between the objective existence of the opportunities and resources in the environment versus the protesters’ subjective perception of them socio-constructivistic approaches clearly need a common framework which integrates the key themes and takes the socio-political context into account.

Contextualized Contestation: The Prospect

	Since the 1990s the context of contentious politics has changed significantly. Inseparably intertwined processes such as ‘globalization’, the development of the ‘network society’ and the ‘information society’​[71]​ have given the world a new look. In an evermore globalizing world streams of migration create diasporas in which flows of ideas and resources influences contentious politics both in home- and host lands. At the same time, globalization results in the establishment of evermore transnational and supranational political institutions such as EU, UN, and IMF that have a rapidly growing impact on people’s daily lives. Other scholars observe the emergence of a new social fabric, which they baptised network society​[72]​. They argue that networks have become the prime mode of organization and structure of society. Formal organizations have turned into networks of networks, which in turn are intersected with informal networks rooted in the personal life world and more diffuse interpersonal group settings. This ‘logic of the network society pervades all spheres of social, economic, and cultural life​[73]​. In addition, new communication technologies such as Internet, e-mail, cell phones gave rise to the information society​[74]​. Such new technologies intensified the abovementioned societal changes and its pace. As Held puts it: “what is new about the modern global system is the chronic intensification of patterns of interconnectedness mediated by such phenomena as the modern communication industry and new information technology and the spread of globalization in and through new dimensions of interconnectedness”​[75]​. Note, that Held made his statement at a point in time when the real communication revolution still had to come. 
	As societies change so fundamentally, this also affects contentious politics. After all, spread of information and networks are essential elements of mobilization and, therefore, one can assume that such fundamental changes must have a profound impact on the dynamics of contention. And indeed, as a result to these changes the field of contentious politics has changed significantly​[76]​. Protest as a political tactic has diffused across a range of constituencies and claims. Contributing to and resulting from such diffusion is an increased tolerance for protest, so that engaging in political protest is no longer stigmatized. On top of that, in Western democracies, protest had generally been an effective tool for politically disadvantaged groups both on the left and the right​[77]​. This not only conveyed the message that the tactic was legitimate but also demonstrated protest’s efficacy. Simply because more citizens have protested more frequently and on more diverse issues, more experienced protesters are available for subsequent protest calls​[78]​. The legitimacy of protest, its proved efficacy, and the ample experience with protest among citizens will influence the dynamics of contention. 

Changing Society, Changing Paradigms?





	We conclude with the presentation of an explanatory framework we developed in collaboration with Stefaan Walgrave which takes precisely the interaction between structure and action as its point of departure. It crosses interdisciplinary boundaries that connect the micro level of individual protesters with the meso-level of social movements, and the macro level of national political systems and supranational processes. Therefore we depart from the notion that the answer to questions such as who protests, why people protest (i.e. issues) and the forms of contention—grassroots activity civil war etc—lies in the interaction of supranational processes, political processes at the national level, and the mobilizing context (see Figure 2). 













In what follows we will elaborate on contextual variation. Given that this is a chapter in a book on social movements in Africa, the framework will be discussed against the background of this continent’s (contextualized) contestation. Conflict in Africa is still widespread and tenacious and is often rooted in material poverty, scarcity, ecological decline and inequality. The intergroup conflicts are partly related to historical and current international engagements in Africa but also emanate from local tensions and the workings of unequal, corrupt socio-political systems. These international, national and local conflicts translate into and shape daily life and have long-term effects that fuel conflict in new forms. Indeed, if anything, Africa is the continent to observe contextualized contestation.
Supranational. 
These days it becomes more and more important to take international dimensions of contestation into account, so also for contestation in Africa. First, political and economic liberalization processes have had a profound impact and perhaps even a certain causative influence on the emergence of new―or the transformation of existing―social movements. Second, socio-political changes, shaped by donor-country pressure, global regimes of development policies/ideals and democratization, human rights discourses and religious expansion (i.e. Islam) appear to have a crucial impact on contestation in Africa. And third, streams of migration created diasporas in which flows of ideas and resources such as money, organizational experience, but also education influences the mobilizing structure and thus contentious politics in home countries. These wider liberalization and globalization processes (both in terms of influx and out flux) have since influenced national political systems and shaped mobilizing structures and had its impact on contentious politics in Africa in ways that remain largely unclear. 
	In social movement literature it is increasingly acknowledged that social movement activity evolves in response to globalization processes​[84]​. Studies examine how contention currently moves from the national to the transnational level​[85]​. Scholars identified, for instance, the mechanisms and paths through which this scale shift occurs​[86]​, the tight relationship between global governance institutions, nation-states, and transnational social movements​[87]​, and the multilayered opportunity structures in which movements nowadays operate​[88]​. Briefly, all these studies show that the socio-political context in which movements operate to spread their aims and ideas is not simply national, nor only supranational anymore, but a mix of supranational, national and local influences.

Nation. 
Nations vary in terms of the circumstances they create for contentious politics. The political opportunity structure, the openness of the political system for challengers, the access points available for people to defend their interests and express their opinions, the temporal political configuration, are all identified as determinants of the incidence and type of protest in democratic polities​[89]​. On the African continent states are claimed to be failing, in many countries levels of democratization tend to be low and many countries are being led by corrupt dictators. Apart from pervasive mal-governance and gross abuse of state power, the nature and role of ‘ungoverned political spaces’ across the continent is poorly understood: how they enhance conflict and how they translate into contentious politics is poorly understood. Although social movement literature is rather elaborated as far as the effects of repression are concerned still little is known about the influence of supranational processes on contention within a nation. How do, for instance in Zimbabwe―arguably one of the world’s most repressive states―international lobbies, boycotts, food- and medical care, or resources provided by diasporas create chances for social movements to prevent or to promote social change? While mal or non governance, failing states, repression and corruption are not unique to Africa, their direct political impact is probably greater than elsewhere, inhibiting institution-building, development and fair distributions of livings. Again it remains a question how the sphere of governance, politics, power and the state in specific countries influences the mobilizing context and the quality and the quantity of contentious politics. 
Mobilizing context. 
The mobilizing context in a country can be described in terms of demand, supply, and mobilization​[90]​. The demand-side of protest refers to the potential of protestors in a society; the supply-side refers to the characteristics of the social movement sector in a society; mobilization refers to the techniques and mechanisms that link demand and supply.. 
	Demand. A demand for protest begins with levels of grievances in a society​[91]​. The deep insecurities of life in many African countries―ecological, material, social, political and health (notably due to AIDS)―may have a direct impact on perceived grievances and thus conflict behaviour. Also (new) religious identities seem to develop, in some forms and settings, resulting in radical contentious politics. Moreover, it seems plausible that a demand for change is (re)defined by Diasporas as well. How these grievances are being shaped by the (supra)national context and translated into demand for protest is an interesting but so far unanswered question. Even less is known about the role of the mobilizing context as translator, facilitator and organizer of ethnic conflict, religious confrontations and conflicts around resources. Why do certain grievances end up in contentious politics that originate in conflicting principles while others do end up in contentious politics originating in conflicting material interests? 
	Supply. The supply-side of contentious politics concerns the characteristics of the social movement sector in a society, its strength, its diversity, its contentiousness. Traditionally, the social movement sector is conceived of as a conglomerate of movement organizations such as trade unions, associations, liberation movements or civil society organizations​[92]​, which provides the more or less formalized infrastructure on which contentious politics is built​[93]​. Increasingly, however, we see protest participation rooted in everyday networks of participants and social movement actors involved in diffuse and decentralized networks​[94]​. How does the political system (be it a repressive system or the lack thereof) shape the supply-side? Do due to repression and/or bans on open mobilization, organizations go underground and turn into loosely coupled networks? Egypt and Yemen, where inclusive informal social networks (rather than formal organizations) are an essential mechanism for spreading islamist ideas​[95]​, offer examples in place. Does in divided countries with a failing political system (e.g. Nigeria) religious identifications influence the political arena when religious community leaders create alternative routes for mobilization? What do activists and political actors of a previous generation do after their ‘projects’ have ended in success or failure? Examples here are the evolution of the former leaders and membership of anti-apartheid movements (the UDF and the ANC) and their changing careers. These political actors emanated from social movements and have transformed them​[96]​. How do social movements and actors evolve in the current African postcolonial conditions shaped by liberalization and globalization? How do, for instance, large resourceful organizations like the UN with their influential human rights and democratization frames shape and influence the supply-side? Globalization entails in Africa also the rapidly growing role of China (and other Asian countries) on the African continent, and often evokes counter-responses by Africans. 
	Mobilization. Processes of mobilization bring a demand for protest together with a supply of protest opportunities. Globalization, the development of network society and information society has changed mobilization techniques radically. New information and communication technologies (ICTs) such as the Internet, e-mail, and cell phones have changed the ways in which activists communicate and mobilize. Do the for Africa typical grassroots mobilization change by these new communication technologies? And how do social actors mobilize for change in a very repressive political system, or for that matter, who is addressed in a situation of non- or mal governance? The spread of innovative ideas and practices plays a central role the process of scale shift​[97]​, how does that influence the mobilization techniques activists employ? At a general level, demand, supply, and mobilization are supposedly shaped by the supranational and national context. At a specific level, the mobilizing context is further coloured by characteristics of the contestation, esp. the issue. Little is known about the way mobilizing contexts vary, how such variation is determined, or how it impacts on the characteristics of contestation. 
Contestation
Who participates in protest, what are their socio-demographic characteristics, are they elites, or ordinary Africans? What do they protest for, i.e. which issues? What forms of protests are employed, i.e. demonstrations, sit-ins, lobbying, riots and how were they mobilized, through what channels, by which techniques? These are the focal questions of the study of contestation.
Who participates in protest? Some scholars argue that new ICTs help to fabricate new connections among people from diverse backgrounds, resulting in mobilizing structures that might be more diverse and inclusive on gender, race and ethnicity, and nationality​[98]​. Indeed, protest participation has gradually normalized; all sorts of people resort to protest to demand change​[99]​. But is this also the case for the African continent? Do the most deprived people also take onto the streets, or is it the (foreign) elite? Moreover, the question remains whether new ICTs are as influential in Africa as they appear to be in the Western world?
The question of what people protest for focuses on issues and motivation. Issues may have different origins: i.e. conflicting principles or conflicting material interests. For extremely deprived people the struggle to survive takes up all their time and energies, does this imply that mainstream African protest had its origin in material interests and that instrumental motivations push people onto the streets? 
What forms of protests are employed? The action repertoire is influenced by the (supra)national and mobilizing context, do activists organize large mass-based organizations, do they lobby, organize petitions, or does discontent turn into bread riots? Obviously, all these forms of contestations have their own motivational dynamics and are appealing to different citizens. 

Contentious politics: where to go?
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